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This  document,  published  as  an  addendum  to  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  for  the  Dock  Square  Parking  Garage  submitted 
to  EOEA  (File  #02856)  on  May  31,  1978,  constitutes,  when  combined 
with  the  full  text  of  the  draft  report,  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  on  the  subject  project. 

This  addendum  has  the  following  components: 

List  of  agencies  to  whom  the  DEIR  was  submitted  for  comment 
and  an  indication  of  those  commenting. 

List  of  changes  made  to  the  draft  report  and  in  the  proposed 
action. 

Comments  received  from  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
and  other  state  agencies. 

Disposition  of  comments  by  the  Secretary  and  other  public 
agencies . 

Comments  tendered  by  members  of  the  general  public  and  other 
interested  parties. 

Disposition  of  comments  by  the  public  and  other  interested 
parties . 

LIST  OF  RECIPIENTS 

The  following  agencies  received  a  copy(ies)  of  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  for  the  Dock  Square  Parking  Garage,  May  31, 
1978.   Indication  is  given  as  to  those  agencies  commenting  on  the 

DEIR. 

Comment 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  Yes 

(Attn:  MEPA  UNIT) 

Executive  office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street  20th  Sloor 

Boston,  Massachusetts 

(three  copies) 

State  Clearinghouse'"'  None 

One  Ashburton  Place 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02108 

■=^  The  State  Clearinghouse,  in  accordance  with  the  Regulation  has 
coordinated  the  review  of  the  DEIR  by  other  state  agencies 
designated  by  the  Secretary,  preparing  agency,  or  State  Clearing- 
house as  having  jurisdiction  by  law  or  special  expertise  with  , 
respect  to  any  environmental  impact  involved.   No  comments  were 
received  as  a  consequence  of  any  of  these  additional  agency 
reviews . 


Comments 
Attorney  General  None 

State  House   Room  373 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  None 

44  School  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02108 


CHANGES  TO  THE  DEIR 


No  changes  of  fact  have  been  made  to  the  DEIR  as  a  result  of  com- 
ments addressed  thereto.   The  following  changes  to  the  proposed 
action  are  the  result  of  further  investigations  of  the  subsurface 
condition  at  the  site  and  the  preference  of  Massachusetts  Depart- 
ment of  Public  Works  relative  to  the  foundation  technique  most 
compatible  with  that  agency's  plans  for  depressing  the  Central 
Artery. 

Page  4;  paragraph  5;  Change  second  sentence  such  that  paragraph 
reads  "Construction  for  the  Dock  Square  Parking  Garage  is  scheduled 
to  commence  in  the  summer  of  1978  with  the  opening  slated  for 
the  following  summer.   Preliminary  evaluation  of  site  soil  conditions 
and  an  examination  of  abandoned  foundations  remaining  on  the  site 
(old  artery  ramps)  indicate  that  long ,  end-bearing  driven  piles  would 
be  the  least  expensive  foundation  technique  for  the  garage.   Spread 
footings,  either  individual,  continuous,  or  continuous  with  some 
reuse  of  the  remaining  artery  footings,  would  also  be  feasible  if 
somewhat  more  costly  foundation  techniques.   The  building  will  be 
constructed.  .  .  Government  Center/Market  District." 

Page  6;  paragraph  7;  Change  to  read  "The  initial  analysis  of  these 
borings  indicated  available  bearing  capacity  to  carry  the  proposed 
structure  on  spread  footings.   Although,  because  of  the  presence 
of  abandoned  arter^^  ramp  foundations  and  the  preference  of  the 
Massachusetts  DPW  for  a  pile  foundation,  the  substitution  of  driven 
piles  is  now  being  actively  considered.   In  the  event  a  pile 
foundation  is  utilized  approximately  235  piles,  100-feet  in  length 
would  be  required." 

Page  25;  paragraph  1;  Change  paragraph  to  read: 

"The  soils  and  geologic  conditions  on  the  project  site  are  such 
that  blasting  will  not  be  necessary.   This  is  an  important  feature 
of  the  site  in  that,  if  this  operation  were  necessary,  not  only 
would  a  temporary  noise  impact  result,  but,  vibrations  eminating 
from  blasting  could  effect  the  structural  integrity  of  the  market 
buildings . " 

Page  26;  following  paragraph  3  insert: 

"Should  the  developer  opt  for  an  end-bearing  pile  foundation 
approximately  235  piles,  70  to  100  feet  in  length  x«70uld  be  driven 
on  the  site.   The  excavation  of  the  near  surface  rubble  on  the 
site  will  mean  piles  will  be  driven  primarily  through  clays  and 


glacial  till  in  some  locations.   Penetration  of  the  clays  will 
require  approximately  10  blows  per  foot  whereas  driving  through 
the  till  material  could  require  as  much  as  100  blows  per  foot. 
The  estimated  time  required  to  drive  235  piles  is  25  days 
assuming  a  placement  rate  of  8  to  10  piles  per  day. 

Conventional  pile  drivers  are  either  steam-powered  or  diesel- 
powered;  in  both  types,  the  impact  of  the  hammer  dropping  onto 
the  pile  is  the  dominant  noise  component.   With  steam  drivers, 
noise  is  also  generated  by  the  power  supply  (a  boiler)  and  the 
release  of  steam  at  the  head;  with  diesel  drivers,  noise  is  also 
generated  by  the  combustion  explosion  that  actuates  the  hammer. 
Noise  levels  are  difficult  to  measure  or  standardize,  because 
they  are  affected  by  pile  type  and  length,  but  peak  levels  tend 
to  be  about  100  dBA  (or  higher)  at  50  feet.   A  conservative 
interval  lies  between  1  and  10  seconds;  such  an  interval  may  be 
typical  of  such  activities  as  range  shooting  in  groups,  heavy 
hammering  in  industry,  or  pile  driving. 

The  level  of  exposure  to  noise  from  construction  site  depends  on 
one's  distance  from  the  site  and  the  nature  of  his  immediate 
environment.   In  city  streets,  it  has  been  found  experimentally 
that  sound  intensity  decreases  as  the  inverse  square  of  the 
distance  from  the  source.   In  logarithmic  units,  this  amounts 
to  a  6  dB  reduction  per  distance  doubled.   This  model  has  been 
adopted  for  open-air  propagation,  which  is  significant  in  the  case 
of  pedestrians.  An  attenuation  factor  of  20  dBA  for  buildings  with  close 
windows  and  15  dBA  the  inside  cars  with  closed  windows  is  assumed. 
Construction  noise  is  assumed  to  propagate  along  the  street  ad- 
jacent to  the  site,  but  to  be  heavily  attenuated  in  the  direction 
transverse  to  the  street;  in  effect,  only  the  people  along _the 
street  adjacent  to  the  site  are  affected  by  the  noise.   A  rurther 
assumption  is  that  the  sound  is  reduced  10  dBA  when  one  crosses^ 
a  street  intersection. 

In  addition  to  the  potential  adverse  noise  effects  of  pile  driving 
the  operation  could  potentially  produce  high  levels  of  vibration 
transmitted  through  the  soils  to  adjacent  structures.   The  project 
geotechnical  consultants,  Haley  &.   Aldrich,  Inc.,  are  of  the  opinion 
that,  although  there  is  some  risk  to  the  structural   integrity 
of  the  North  Market  Building  (Faneuil  Hall  and  other  markec 
buildings  are  far  enough  from  the  site  to  not  be  threatened  by 
pile  driving  -  related  vibrations  at  the  garage  site) ,  three  is  minimal 
risk  of  structural  harm  to  this  historic  building.   Haley  &  Aldrich 
cite  two  considerations  in  rendering  this  opinion:  (1)  the 
construction  of  the  Central  Artery  adjacent  to  the  North  Market 
involved  extensive  pile  driving  with  no  apparent  adverse  effect 
on  the  building;  and  (2)  the  North  Market  Building  will  have 
sustained  a  full  restoration  including  pointing  of  mortar  and 
replacement  of  windows  prior  to  the  commencement  of  pile  driving 
on  the  garage  site.   This  fact  will  further  reduce  the  risk  of 
harm  to  the  building.   It  should  be  noted  here  that  piles  driven 
at  Merchantile  wharf  for  condominiums  had  no  observed  adverse 
effects  on  the  structural  integrity  of  adjacent  buildings  whose 
construction  is  comparable  to  that  of  the  North  Market. 


Despite  the  minimal  risk  to  North  Market,  Haley  St  Aldrich  recom- 
mend that  the  possible  effects  of  pile  driving  on  the  building  be 
closely  observed.   A  weekly  survey  by  a  structural  engineer 
during  the  pile  driving  phase  and  the  use  of  accelerometers 
to  record  vibration   displacement  are  alternative  means  by  which _ 
the  proponents  can  determine  the  need  to  implement  measures  such 
as  pre-augering  to  mitigate  vibration  effects. 

Standard  procedure  calls  for  the  construction  contractor  to 
conduct  a  survey  of  buildings  adjacent  to  the  construction  site. 
This  survey  is  a  requirement  of  the  insurance  companies  which  bond 
the  contractor  against  possible  claims  of  harm  to  neighboring 
buildings . " 


COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


Submittina  Aaendes/Grouos : 


Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  - 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Sierra  Club,  New  England  Chaoter  - 
Greater  Boston  Grouo 


tacrif 


EVELYN    F.    MURPHY 
Sechetary 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  SECIIETARY 
ON 
DRA5T  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


The  Secretary  of  Environmencal  Affairs  herein  issues  a 
statement  that  the  Draft  Environmental  lapact  Report  submitted 
on  the  below  referenced  project  does  adequately  and  properly 
comply  with  Massachusetts  General  Laws,  Chapter  30,  Sections  62 
through  62H  inclusive.   However,  the  attached  comments  should 
be  addressed  in  "he  Final  EIR. 


Environmental  Affairs  File  No.:  02356 

Submitted  3y_:   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Data  Received:   May  31,  1978 

Project  Identification:   Dock  Square  Parking  Garage 

Parcel  "e-Q 

TRAFFIC 


It  does  not  appear  chat  serious  traffic  problems  will  occur 
during  the  early  morning  peak  period,  since  access  from  the  Artery 
both  North  and  South  can  be  confined  to  Clinton  Street.   Also, 
pedestrian  shopping  traffic  is  minimal  at  this  time. 

The  afternoon  peak  period  does,  however,  create  some  problems. 
The  traffic  analysis  does  not  consider  that  chief  bottleneck 
intersection  which  controls  congestion  along  Clinton  Street,  namely 
the  "Dock  Square"  intersection  of  North  Street,  Blackstone  Street 
and  the  Surface  Artery.   During  much  of  the  afternoon  peak  hour, 
traffic  is  backed  up  from  this  traffic  signal  to  New  Congress  Street 
and  often  along  Congress  Street  itself.   Traffic  on  Clinton  Street 
must  either  cross  or  merge  with  this  backed  up  traffic  on  North  Street, 
with  the  result  that  Clinton  Street  tends  to  back  up  as  well,  often 
back  to  the  Clinton  Street/Surface  Artery  intersection.   Therefore, 
there  appear  to  be  three  critical  intersections  subject  to  heavy 
congestion,  but  the  intersection  which  serves  as  the  key  control  or 
bottleneck  ("Dock  Square")  is  not  considered  in  the  EIR.  Moreover, 
the  exiting  traffic  from  the  Dock  Square  garage  is  all  exiting  onto 
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Clinton  Street,  which  is  the  site  of  existing  backed  up  peak  hour 
traffic. 

The  theoretical  analysis  of  the  Draft  EIR  does  not  properly 
take  account  of  the  existing  congestion  levels  and  vhat  effects 
the  garage  traffic  will  have  encountering  traffic  congestion.   It 
does  not  take  into  account  the  effect  of  pedestrians  in  the  area, 
either  their  needs  or  the  effect  that  randomly  crossing  pedestrians 
have  on  diminishing  intersection  capacity. 

The  Final  EIS  should  include  joint  consideration  of  the  three 
critical  intersections,  both  in  terais  of  how  they  function  today 
and  how  they  will  probably  function  in  the  future  with  the  garage 
in  operation,  including  efforts  to  mitigate  congestion  and 
pedestrian  conflicts.   In  particular,  the  intersection  of  Clinton 
and  North  Street  should  be  evaluated  for  signalized  traffic  control 
both  to  reduce  conflicts  and  to  assist  controlled  pedestrian  crossings, 
while  also  providing  for  intersection  coordination  and  improved 
capacity. 

It  must  be  emphasized  chat  the  current  levels  of  congestion 
on  Clinton  and  North  Streets  are  not  the  fault  of  the  proponent 
nor  are  they  his  obligation  to  resolve.   The  real  cause  of  the 
problem  appears  to  be  a  combination  of  excessive  construction  of 
parking  facilities  within  the  Government  Center  area,  a  tendency  of 
drivers  to  seek  use  of  the  Southbound  surface  artery  to  avoid  peak 
hour  afternoon  congestion  on  the  elevated  Central  Artery,  and  finally 
a  revised  traffic  pattern  instituted  several  years  ago  at  the  entrance 
to  the  Callahan  Tunnel  (whereby  northbound  Surface  Artery  traffic  is 
blocked  from  access  to  the  Elevated  Central  Artery  except  by  traversing 
a  dogleg  detour  using  Clinton  and  North  Streets) .   The  ultimate  solution 
to  the  problem  may  come  in  a  signalized  rearrangement  of  the  traffic 
pattern  in  front  of  the  Callahan  Tunnel  to  remove  traffic  from  Clinton 
Street,  but  in  truth  no  solution  is  easy  in  this  area  and  will  probably 
not  be  quickly  implemented. 


HISTORIC  .\:ro  A£Sr£ETTC  CONCERMS 


Questions  concerning  historic  preservation  and  aesthetic  relation- 
ships have  been  addressed  in  meetings  with  the  Massachusetts  Historical 
Commission  to  their  satisfaction.   The  Sierra  Club  has  noted,  however, 
that  any  garage  structure  on  the  site  would  tend  to  be  aesthetically 
incompatible  by  nature  of  its  bulk.   This  point  leads  directly  to  the 
consideration  of  alternatives  to  any  garage  on  the  site  which  is 
discussed  below.   Although  the  MEC  has  indicated  acceptance  of  the 
current  project  design,  I  would  suggest  that  the  BRA  provide  a  thought- 
ful resDonse  to  the  Sierra  Club  comments  on  this  matter. 


ALTERN.ATIVES 


As  the  Sierra  Club  has  suggested,  an  alternative  may  exist  which 
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was  not  addressed  in  the  Draft  SIR.   A  survey  of  presently  existing 
garage  facilities  in  the  area  and  their  available  capacities  may 
indicate  that  these  facilities  could  be  used  more  effeciently  along 
with  shuttle  bus  service;  the  Final  EI3.  should  consider  this  approach. 

In  response  to  the  Sierra  Club  point  on  integration  with  the 
planning  of  the  Central  Artery,  the  Final  £12.  should  describe  completely 
the  provisions  being  made  in  the  garage  design  for  the  Artery  project. 


GZNESAL 


While  aiany  of  the  comments  submitted  by  the  Sierra  Club  are 
not,  in  my  judgement,  salient  to  the  examination  of  this  particular 
project,  they  do  address  some  very  crucial  issues  which  pertain  to 
the  function  of  the  entire  market  area.   For  example,  there  are 
several  pedestrian  crossings  which  do  not  function  well  and  present 
some  danger  to  market  users.   A  careful  pedestrian  study  may  benefit 
the  operation  of  the  market  and  the  comfort  and  safety  of  the 
pedestrians  who  use  it.   In  any  case,  the  3RA  should  consider  the 
points  brought  up  in  the  Sierra  Club's  comments  in  the  context  of 
the  operation  of  the  entire  market  place. 


CONCLUSION 


My  staff  will  be  available  for  advice  should  you  desire  during 
the  preparation  of  the  Final  EIS..   I  would  expect  that  the  necessary 
analysis  can  be  completed  in  a  very  short  time,  thus  allowing 
expeditious  submittal  of  the  Final  EI2..   Should  the  BRA  have  received 
comments  from  other  agencies  or  the  public  which  are  not  reflected 
in  this  statement,  they  should  be  responded  to  in  the  Final  EIR. 


DATE  EVELYN  F.' MURPHY,  SECRETARY 

ETM/REG/pjk 

cc:   A.  G. 

Robert  Walsh,  BRA 
Richard  Mertens ,  BRA 
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Comments  on  EOEA  File  No.  02856  Dock  Square  Parking  Garage/,'?i5-cs«n,  ^fibc^;l^-S 

Draft  Environinental  Impact  RepoTrtM^  AFf^ip^ 

The  Greater  Boston  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club  finds  this  Report  inadequate  for 
the  following  reasons: 

1.  The  aesthetics  of  the  brick  veneer  concrete  garage  clearly  do  not  enhance 
either  the  Waterfront  Park  nor  complement  the  Quincy  Market  structures.   Its 
rectangular  bulkiness,  its  typical  garage-style  cuts  in  the  veneer  brick  wall 
for  windows  and  ventilation,  its  square  towers  in  the  comers  make  the  garage 

a  ver>-  strong  dominating  aesthetic  statement.   It  says,  "Here  we  have  a  big  bulky 
(for  the  site)  typical  garage!"  Taken  together  with  its  neighbor,  the  carefully 
reconstructed  North  Market  building,  the  garage  will  be  the  far  more  dominant 
structure  as  one  approaches  from  the  important  City  Hall  direction  because  with 
its  grossness  of  height  and  proportion,  and  ugly  detailing  of  ventilation  cuts 
and  corner  stair  towers,  it  pulls  the  eye  and  soul  away  from  the  thougVful  and 
restrained  but  handsome  humanly  scaled  North  Market  building. 

2.  A  current  survey  of  the  character  of  the  visitors  to  the  markets  area  is  needed, 
to  include:  (the  1972  enclosure  is  not  now  accurate) 

-  their  origin- and  destination 

-  their  numbers  after  the  North  Market  building  is  open 

-  the  needs  of  the  open  air  pushcart  weekend  market  both  now  and  after 
e.xpansion  following  the  Central  Artery  depression.  This  open  market  is  an 
important  Boston  institution  servicing  primarily  Icwer  income  larger  families 
carrying  heavy  bundles  of  food.   Lowered  parking  rates  would  be  a  social  benefit. 

-  the  needs  of  deliver/  trucks  to  both  the  open  market  and  Quincy  markets. 

i.  A  careful  study  of  pedestrian  flows  and  requirements  is  needed  for  foot  traffic 
fi-om  the  Markets  and  Blackstone  St.  to  downtown,  to  Hanover,  Salem  5  Cross  streets 
;is  well  as  Commercial  St.  and  the  Waterfront  Park.  This  area  includes  some  very 
j.'.ngerous  pedestrian  crossings. 

■ .  A  study  is  needed  of  presently  e.xisting  garage  facilities  and  their  available 
capacities  -  such  as  the  Government  Center,  Harbor  Towers  and  Under  the  Common 
garages,  with  the  idea  of  shuttling  parkers  to  the  Quincy  and  open  markets  by 
means  of  charming  and  innovative  electric  or  horse-drawn  surreys. 

5.  No  marketing  survey  has  been  done  to  justify  the  retail  rental  space  on  the 
first  floor;   Harbor  Towers  garage  retail  area  is  still  largely  unrented. 

6.  The  draft  report  omits  consideration  of  the  unbuild  alternative  with  the 
possibility  of  developing  parcel  E-3  into  an  addition  to  the  Waterfront  Park 
with  a  waterfall  against  the  Expressway  to  drown  out  the  noise. 

7.  The  parking  needs  of  an  area  larger  than  the  three  Quincy  Market  buildings 
must  be  quantified  including  the  entire  BRA  Fanuiel  Hall  urban  renewal  area 
(parcel  D- 10  and  residents  of  Commercial  and  Fulton  streets  for  example) 


-  more 


_^  .  '■;.-^?Q»'..k-i 
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as  well   as    the   open-air  weekend  market   and  North   End -residential   and  commercial, 
A  plan   to  fill  parking  needs   for  this    larger  area  must  be   conceived,    and  the 
E-8  garage   considered  in  a   larger  framework. 

S.   The   Dock  Square  Garage  should  be   integrated  with  planning  of  the  Central 
Artery  depression  as   a  complicated  underground   interchange  may  happen  nearby 
and  the  garage  should  possibly  be  much   larger  and   also   totally  underground. 
Or  ramps   underground. 

air  pollution 

9.  As   Boston  is   a  non- attainment/ area,   responsible  public  officials   should 
be   trying   to   reduce   the   number  of  cars    that  drive   into   the   city.   One  way   to 
do   this    is    to   reduce   the   number  of  parking   spaces   available,    rather  than 
maintain   a  stable    level   in   compliance  with   the  parking   free:e. 

10.  Check   list   enclosed. 
Respectfully  submitted, 

Lauise  Lewis 

Greater  Boston  Urban  Action  Committee 


Personal    telechcne:      266-3890 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


RESPONSE  TO  SECRETARY  MURPHY'S  COMMENTS  ON  TRAFFIC 


The  traffic  ccmments  raise  the  following  major  points  : 

1.  The  most  congested  "Dock  Square"  intersection  (Black- 
stone/North/Surface  Artery)  is  not  analyzed  in  the  EIR, 

2.  The  Dock  Square  traffic  backups  in  the  P  .iM .  peak  hour 
negate  "theoretical"  calculations  looking  at  the  inter- 
section in  isolation. 

3.  Additional  traffic  and  pedestrian  controls  should  be 
established,  particularly  a  signal  installation  at 
Clinton  Street  and  North  Street. 

Having  made  these  comments,  the  'vriter  readily  admits  that  the 
"current  levels  of  congestion  are  not  the  fault  of  the  proponent 
nor  are  chey  his  obligation  to  resolve.  "   In  addition,  the 
garage-related  traffic  represents  only  a  small  proportion  of  Dock 
Square  traffic  demands.   This  portion  is  in  fact  already  present 
in  the  Dock  Square  area  since  the  parking  freeze  trade-offs  are 
met  by  spaces  on-site  or  nearby.   Within  the  context  of  this 
general  observation,  we  would  like  to  respond  to  the  above  points 
as  follows : 

1-   Analysis  of  t^he  Dock  Square  intersejrtion  in  the  context 
of  the  new  garage  would  result  in  little  or  no  change  in 
traffic  levels  of  service.   Such  analysis  is  also  some- 
what indeterminant ,  the  congestion  varying  according  to 
Callahan  Tunnel  backups,  Haymarket  vending  activities  and 
practices.  Central  Artery  congestion,  etc.   As  far  as  the 
effects  on  air  quality  are  concerned  the  ambient  air 
measurements  taken  on-site  at  North  Street  depict  the  air 
pollution  effects  of  Dock  Square. 

2.   In  view  of  the  varying  effect  of  traffic  tie-ups  on  the 

intersection  of  Clinton  Street  and  North  Street,  a  straight- 
forward analysis  of  traffic  on  the  basis  of  demand  volumes 
is  considered  valid.   From  the  air  quality  standpoint,  ambient 
measuements  already  include  existing  congestive  effects,  as 
mentioned  above.   It  should  be  further  pointed  out  that  the 
garage  volumes  used  in  the  analysis  are  considered  worst  case, 
since  they  imply  a  departure  of  aLmost  80^^  of  garage  capacity 
(597  spaces)  in  one  hour.   Parking  turnover  studies  en  the 


"D-10 "  lot  at  the  east  end  of  the  Quincy  Markets  indicate  a 
maximum  P.M.  peak  hour  departure  of  less  than  40%  of  Lot 
capacity  (203  spaces).   Like  D-LO,  the  proposed  garage  will 
be  customer-oriented,  not  commuter. 

3.   We  agree,  as  stated  in  the  report,  that  additional  attention 
must  be  given  to  the  control  of  traffic  and  pedestrians 
through  signage,  crosswalk  locations  and  signals,  including  a 
signal  installation  at  Clinton  and  North  Streets  for  more 
positive  control. 

Looking  towards  the  future,  overall  traffic  improvements  could 
involve  revised  tunnel  operations,  reconstruction  of  the  Central 
Artery,  a  third  harbor  crossing,  staggered  work  hours  and  other 
overall  management  schemes.   In  the  case  of  air  pollution,  im- 
proved tailpipe  emission  standards,  along  with  flow  improvements, 
will  result  in  better  air  quality. 


RESPONSE  TO  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


The  following  comments  were  tendered  in  a  letter  dated  7  July  1978 
by  Louise  Lewis  representing  the  Greater  Boston  Urban  Action 
Committee  of  the  Sierra  Club's  New  England  Chapter.   Responses  of. 
the  project  proponents  follow  each  comment. 

Comment 

1.   The  aesthetics  of  the  brick  veneer  concrete  garage  clearly 
do  not  enhance  either  the  Waterfront  Park  nor  complement  the 
Quincy  Market  structures.   Its  rectangular  bulkiness ,  its 
typical  garage-3t3/le  cuts  in  the  veneer  brick  wall  for  win- 
dows and  ventilation,  its  square  towers  in  the  comers  make 
the  garage  a  very  strong  dominating  aesthetic  statement.   It 
says,  "Here  we  have  a  big  bulky  (for  the  site)  t^rpical 
garage  I"   Taken  together  with  its  neighbor,  the  carefully 
reconstructed  North  Market  building,  the  garage  will  be  the 
far  more  dominant  structure  as  one  approaches  from  the  im- 
portant City  Hall  direction  because  with  its  grossness  of 
height  and  proportion,  and  ugly  detailing  of  ventilation 
cuts  and  comer  stair  towers,  it  pulls  the  eye  and  soul  awa'/ 
from  the  thoughtful  and  restrained  but  handsome  humanly  scaled 
North  Market  building. 


Response 

Opinions  of  the  aesthetics  of  architecture  are  subjective  at 
best.   In  the  case  of  the  Dock  Square  Garage  the  design  was 
selected  from  those  of  several  competing  architect/ developer 
ceams .   Subsequent  modifications  to  the  design  (such  as'  the 
addition  of  a  brick  veneer  over  concrete)  were  the  direct 
result  of  design  changes  recommended  by  the  BRA  Design  Group 
and  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission.   These  agencies 
whose  responsibility  it  is  to  act  in  the  public  interest, 
have  the  experience  and  professional  expertise  to  provide  ^ 
design  critiques  that  will  ensure  the  compatibility  of  today 
buildings  with  nearby  historic  structures. 

Comment 

2.  A  current  sxirvey  of  the  character  of  the  visitors  to  the 
markets  area  needs  to  be  included  (the  1972  enclosure  is 
not  now  accurate) 

-  Their  origin  and  destination 

-  Their  numbers  after  the  North  Market  building  is  open 

-  The  needs  of  the  open  air  pushcart  weekend  market  both 
now  and  after  e:oansion  following  the  Central  Artery 
depression.   This  open  market  is  an  important  Boston 
institution  servicing  primarily  lower  income  larger 
families  carrying  heavy  bundles  of  food.   Lowered  parking 
rates  would  be  a  social  benefit. 

-  The  needs  of  delivery  trucks  to  both  the  open  market  and 
Quincy  Markets. 


The  January,  1977  survey  by  Rouse  Company  referenced  in  the 
DEIR  profiles  pacrons  of  the  Faneuil  Hall  Market  Place.   It 
is  the  most  recent  such  survey  available  (The  coramentors 
reference  to  a  1972  enclosure  is  unknown) . 

The  North  Market  building  has  not  yet  opened  and  delaying  the 
Dock  Square  Garage  until  after  its  ribbon-cutting  does  not 
seem  warranted.   Any  survey  selects  only  a  random  sample  of  re- 
spondants.   The  1977  survey  adequately  profiles  market  area 
patrons  --  it  is  unlikely  that  the  opening  of  North  Market 
will  substantively  alter  that  profile. 

The  rate  structure  of  the  garage  as  proposed  and  documented  in 
the  DEIR  is  currently  being  reviewed.   It  is  important  to 
note  the  difficulty  in  establishing  rates  which  effectively 
discourage  commuter  parking  while  at  the  same  time  minimizing 
rates  for  low  income  patrons.   There  is  no  data  known  to  the 
proponents  to  substantiate  the  coramentor's  contention  that 
patrons  of  the  open  market  are  predominantly  lower  income, 
large  families. 

The  garage's  597-car  capacity  represents  that  which  is  currently 
available  on  Parcels  E-8  and  D-10  and  63  spaces  from  Rowes 
Wharf,.   In  effect  the  garage  will  provide  greater  convenience 
to  patrons  of  the  Blackstone  Street  open  market  in  that  it  will 
consolidate  parking  closer  by.   This  added  proximity  of  parking 
should  help  those  laden  with  bundles. 


Comment 


A  careful  study  of  pedestrian  flows  and  requirements  is  needed 
for  foot  traffic  from  the  Markets  and  Blackstone  Street  to 
downtown,  to  Hanover,  Salem  and  Cross  Streets  as  well  as  Com- 
mercial Street  and  the  Waterfront  Park.   This  area  includes  some 
very  dangerous  pedestrian  crossings. 


Response 

The  proponents  concur  with  the  commentor's  observation  that 
there  are  dangerous  pedestrian  crossings  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  Marketplace.   However,  although  the  garage  will  alter 
pedestrian  patterns  in  the  marketplace  area,  the  garage  will 
be  but  one  generator  of  pedestrian  activity  in  the  area. 
Resolution  of  pedestrian  safety  problems  in  the  Marketplace/ 
Waterfront  district  should  be  an  independant  effort  of  the 
responsible  agencies.   Approval  of  the  garage  project  should 
not  be  conditiorial  upon  resolution  of  these  problems,  many  of 
which  will  be  unrelated  to  the  facility. 

Comment 

4,   A  study  is  needed  of  presently  existing  garage  facilities  and 
their  available  capacities  -  such  as  the  Government  Center, 
Harbor  Towers  and  IFnder  the  Common  garages,  with  the  idea  of 
shuttle  parkers  to  the  Quincy  and  open  markets  by  means  of 
charming  and  innovative  electric  or  horse-drawn  surreys. 


Response 


Although  some  residual  capacity  does  exist  in  other  garages 
at  certain  times  of  the  day,  it  would  not  be  responsive  to 
the  needs  of  the  Waterfront/Marketplace  District  to  require 
patrons  (particularly  those  carrying  heavy  bundles)  to  use 
parking  facilities  remote  from  the  Marketplace.   The  current 
parking  problems  in  the  area  attest  to  the  unwillingness  of 
patrons  to  park  at  the  Harbor  Towers,  Government  Center,  and 
other  facilities  where  walking  distances  exceed  1,000  feet. 

Both  electric  and  horse-drawn  jitneys  would  be  of  dubious- 
usefullness  during  New  England  winters  and  they  would  likely 
contribute  further  to  traffic  congestion  in  the  area. 


Comment 


No  marketing  survey  has  been  done  to  justify  the  retail  rental 
space  on  the  first  floor;  Harbor  Towers  garage  retail  area  is 
still  largely  unrented. 


Response 


The  provision  of  ground  floor  retail  space  in  the  Dock  Square 
Garage  is  a  response  to  the  desires  of  BRA  to  create  "round-the 
clock-vitality"' in  the  building  to  enhance  the  safety  of  persons 
using  the  structure.   Despite  the  fact  that  the  availability 
of  this  retail  space  has  yet  to  be  advertised  the  developer  has 
received  approximately  six  "serious"  inquires--three  of  which 
are  from  national  chains.   As  a  point  of  information  the  North 
Market  building  is  100%  leased. 


'o 


Comment 

6.   The  draft  report  omits  consideration  of  the  unbuild  alternative 
with  the  possibility  of  developing  parcel  E-8  into  an  addition 
to  the  Waterfront  Park  with  a  waterfall  against  the  Expressway 
to  drown  out  the  noise. 

Response  ~' 

Tae   "xinbuild"  alternative  is  discussed  on  pages  3  and  12  of 
the  DEIR.   Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  Evelyn  Murphy 
has  determined  the  DEIR  to  be  adequate  and  to  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Regulauion.   The  commentor's  suggestion 
of  a  park  does  not  represent  an  "unbuild"  alternative.   As 
a  point  of  information  the  most  recent  real  esuate  appraisal 
places  the  value  of  the  site  at  $11  per  square  foot.   A  park- 
on  the  site  would  remove  a  revenue-yielding  parcel  from  the 
tax  rolls  adding  to  the  burden  of  the  Boston  property  owner. 


Comment 

7.   The  parking  needs  of  an  area  larger  than  the  three  Quincy  Market 
buildings  must  be  quantified  including  the  entire  BRA  Faneuil 
Hall  urban  renewal  area  (parcel  D-10  and  residents  of  Commercial 
and  Fulton  Streets  for  example)  as  well  as  the  open-air  weekend 
market  and  North  End  residential  and  commercial.   A  plan  to 
fill  parking  needs  for  this  larger  area  must  be  conceived,  and 

the  E-3  garage  considered  in  a  larger  framework. 

Response 

The  garage  is  being  built  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  parking  freeze.  The  597  spaces  presently  exist  as  surface 
lot  parking  (parcels  E-8  and  D-10  and  Rowes  Wharf) .  The  needs 
of  the  immediate  area  as  well  as  the  needs  of  the  Region  as  a 
whole  relative  to  other  concerns  such  as  air  quality  have  been 
considered  in  establishing  the  program  for  the  garage. 


Comment 

8.   The  Dock  Square  Garage  should  be  integrated  with  planning  of 
the  Central  Artery  depression  as  a  complicated  underground 
interchange  may  happen  nearby  and  the  garage  should  possibly 
be  much  larger  and  also  totally  underground.   Or  ramps  under- 
ground. 

Response 

The  plans  for  the  garage  have  been,  and  continue  to  be,  coor- 
dinated with  the  plans  of  Massachusetts  DPW  to  depress  the 
Central  Arterv.   One  reason  such  coordination  is  necessary. is 
that  ramps  to" a  depressed  artery  would,  of  course,  be  partially 

underground. 

The  costs  of  an  underground  garage  in  the  area  would  be  pro- 
hibitive in  light  of  the  need  for  permanent  dewatering  and_ 
other  cost  premiums  associated  with  subterranean  construction. 
Access  to  a  below  grade  garage  would  be  difficult  to 
accomplish  in  the  close  quarters  of  the  Market  District. 

The  suggestion  of  a  much  larger  garage  is  best  responded  to 
by  the  commentor's  own  comment  number  9  below. 

Comment 

9.   As  Boston  is  a  non-attainment  air  pollution  area,  responsible 
public  officials  should  be  trying  to  reduce  the  number  of  cars 
that  drive  into  the  city.   One  way  to  do  this  is  to  reduce _ 
the  number  of  parking  spaces  available,  rather  than  maintain 
a  stable  level  in  compliance  with  the  parking  freeze. 


Response 


In  the  absence  of  viable  public  transportation  alternatives 
auto  travel  to  the  central  city  by  some  is  absolutely  nec- 
essary.  The  established  public  policy  is  to  hold  parking 
supply  in  the  downtown  constant.   The  conmentor  is  raising  a 
policy  question  the  resolution  of  which  is  beyond  the  scope 
of  this  specific  project 
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Response 


The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  has  determined  the 
DEIR  to  be  adequate  and  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
Regulation.   The  applicability  of  a  more  extensive  discussion 
of  such  topics  as  vegetation  and  trees  and  inland  wetlands 
relative  to  this  project  is  most  questionalbe .   The  commentor 
fails  to  specify  such  "other"  environmental  constituents  that 
are  inadequately  considered  in  the  DEIR. 
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